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. Introduction 0

.
This case study recouht4 the attelt of two school districts to improve

- .. . .

decision makitig. on the,adoption Of a newt', curriculum (grades 1 -6) using formal

evaluation mchodology. Drawing on thetechnical resources of a university,

they conducted'a fieldrevaluation .of a new social studies curriculum based on\
a set of criterion-referenced tests whichlere cooperately developed by a

committee from the school districts and the university. Theicommittee from

the school districts was interested in examining whether the wriculum teaches

\ . ...

the complex objectives listed by the c8rriculum developers (which were based
.

. . ( .
,

. .
t 4. ,

in the discipline of economics). As one aspect" of the evaluatiOn, the,-committee,
.

. , . .

.

set as a,priority the develOpment of a set'iif criterion-referenced tests which ''

1 -

(.would be used Ln a pre -post, test design to measure achievement gains. Two,

groups of stUdents were administered the tests; 'the experimentak4group received
. s

instruction in the curlIculurl,while the c6ntrol.group Was
wexpo sed to a more

traditional curriculum. This case study .is not an attempt to .resolve the
..

. - . .

.. . r .

. issues in the use of criterion-referenced test ,(CRT) yersps, norn-referenced

, .

'' testing (0 nhowever,T); hower, it illustrates' how a umber of these issues insistently
4 , .I -.

came to the fore as,the decision-making Iii-ocess on the curriculum advanced

tWard ,crosure. More specifically, %arty in the4tudy, the tommittee adopted

.
,. .

J ,r '
' -,

. ;
. a stance based on an. assumption that. criterion-referented,gesting had mark -d" r.

a a1
1. Norm referenced tests,have.traditionally been recommended for Cowart 9 the

effectiveness of two or more curricula, however; the districtswanted to
9

:compare, curricula and measure mastery -of Concepts of, -the new curriculum':

Lack of-:time.and resources precluded the 4velopment'and administration of
, -. .

both, riteepreferenced and norm referended tests. Thus, the districts had

--;.7. to choose 'which-kind of- test Should be developed and administered.
. , r^

. ... 0

. -. .

%

',. ,--. ... -. ..

4.
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advahtages over normvreferehced Measures: In particular, the comNttee felt

".., 4
the use of criterion7r enced testing would avoidcher objections to

.:- .. . ,..

comparisoirs,of student Levement among classrooms. Thus,'the cbmmittee.

tle
.

wOuld meetithe'sarpw6ing demo d for accountability in seleCtion:and,use of
., .

...
.

1 materials by eMbarkibg on a revised approach to adopting a new curriculum:

anempErCal testing ofthe curriculdm before investing in a.system-wide

j' adoption. -

.

) . i
"

4 i. /
'

''-/ `

e

The objectives of tkig evaluative study were:
,

"-
-

.
.

Y- 1. To develop a firmer d to base-for decision'-making in adopqng new.curric,-

,

/' . ., --- -
. .

' ulum in the two schoq districtt.,
,-. .

'

.

24:::.To"develop a series of criterion-referenced tests ovelii list .of socials
-

-

.. .
4

I. .

studies objecti
04ves to determine whether these objectives were taught more

effectively, by the new curriculum.

.

I.
-To"involve/a!groull of teachers and'principals in a field test of the Kew .

-.

..curriculum as an inservice effort to assessthe objectives and direction

.
.

, (...)

of the social studies curriculum.

.,
:

.

4. To project a plan for a continuing inservice program on the social studhes

- .
curnicdlUm from the findrngs of. the evaluative study.

.Instrktional materials repreenta major`timecommilment for stdc*ts,

since up, to 80 percent, of a student's classroom hours are,spent engaging. s 4
.

mate'r,'als (EPIE, )977a).- Despite this known time, commitment and the increasing,

2 ,

Warenes of the importance qf he time variable in 'learning ("Carro41, P963),

,

tile selection and adoption ofinstructionat materials has been hapbazard in
.

.

_. t
.

many sChool districts1,.with teachers spending as little as one' hour per4sehool :-

,\
year in the process,. 'Nevertheless as the major foci of, the, curriculum which .-

.
f

"

,- ,

* . . ,
-qrequently, exclusively dictate the dominate instructional4gder-instructionalt,,

/.,
. e

, ,

...,

.3 materials are major targeti of teacher; and commun)ty'discontent (EPI,E, 09770
' .

3 .(EP 3,E,

' . I \ -. . .
.

p * N,
Se* .4
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In the choice of instructional materials school districts are often

reliant upon subjective impressjon,of faculty, book publishers' pitches,
$ ,

and other schgol distrigt or state authorities' recommendations. Among the

curricula in the elementary school, social studies materials are particul rly

prone- td criticism aue to the lack of public agreement on core objectiv s and

the controversial nature of social studies.content.* SOcial studies in ti

elementaryNschool has drawn its content from thyisciplines of hist and
\ a

geqgrapkylmore than other soda) sciences. :Thus when a new curriculUb was
'..

. ,
. .

found which drew its content.heavily from economics -- though it addriesses Social
I

. N .

systems problems that have long been standardLfare in some form in' the'elemen-
.

tary curriculum (family roles, community interdependence; governmental struc-
. .

$ , .- )

. tures and roles)--the'clurriculum committee felt a need to acquire firmer data
/

,

. . . .

for decision - making ife-ncommending adoption'or rejection of fhe social studies

i
.

r

.
curriculum, Obr Working World (Science Research

,4,1ociates 3.973-74).

Methodology
. , /1

-

The'methaology involved designing a field test to-evaTu te the_instruc-
4

...,

tional materi -als against a set of social studies,objegtives w ich ens, accepted
'

. . .
.

,

. jbythe curriculum committee. .This involved i number \r steps, but the one of

special concern was the development of a series of crOterion referenced.tests
A / '

.
_4 * 0 .

A

,1%._0+4CW which were to be-used In the evaluation and for future testing in the,/ °

_social studies curriculum, providing ft
4
was ldopted.,,

The curriculum did not- -come with prepackaged general objectives agd the
,
. .*

..,
curriculum committee requested the publisher (SRA) to preparethese for each

. .

grade level. -Twelve objectives were prepared for each_grde 1 fthrough 6,'

After examing, these objectkies and pronounci4g them valid or their Social

studies program, the curriculum committee from the two districts i-equested
. .

-, o-

. .

the Off of Evaluation' at the University of Hlinois at Chigago -

.. .

0, . .
.

.,

,

.

. . .

, .

,

4 4'
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Circli to work with them i preparing items which would test student mastery,

. of the hcept in each of he twelve objectives:

A eiries of six tests were developed: for grades-one 4n two there were

/
Items per test, two per concept;- "for grades3-6 there were 48 LteMS per* .

;
est, foufper concept. These item limits were set in the interest.of mini-

0
miz the testing time and building an instrument whkch could be administered'

.

at-one itting. A simple of three of the objectives and theitehsphichwere

414

. .

,written.

objectives o this complexity' pose unique difficulty in item writing for they

.

test them is given in Appendix A.
. It was soon'discovered that'

S. not ? t .

lend themelves to neat learning hierarchies where mastery or competed4y.
, d

411.'
,can be define

.

s4 behayi:or which Is needed to movedto t nextext higher level
1/.1 si'

.

of instruction.. In planning the_testsithree lektels Of refinement of items were
--

- '0
.

. ,

.

used, First, A group of teacheq,s at each levelere asked to inspect the items
.

. . .

j

.0
4 and judge their suitability on two criteria: I) readability end 2) 'accuracy in

testing the concepts 4n the objectives. Second, three children at each grade.

level were given an individual administration Of the test tozcheck on read-

ability.. Third.,*a team of experts in social &dies and,elementary edocatibn

*
screened the items for readability and accuracy in testing-the concepts in the

object i.ves.

. t .

The test. for grade'one was comsed of pictoral tems,"the grade two test
(

__ . .

bad mostly pictor4 items, grade three had a few spic oral items and'tfle other

urlgrades used the conventional multiple choice and sequencing items.
, ..

. d.

Teachers were given wriiten-instructions On testadministration.In the
lower g ades Jhetest was read-alqud by the teacher and was untimed at all

gr'ades. achers were cautioned not to Interpret or explain any items .for.

,childreb.

4I,

. -

./
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"Mastery levels for each 6f 'the grades was set by taking the mean of a
. ,

." .

A
0.

series of lUdgments of experts, asysteth used by
.
ETS in the Michigan State

. .

'AssessMent Tests.5 The mastery levels for each grade as set were:
.. . r.-

0

qr0e.: ,A "A.2
,

3 . 4 - 5 6

Mastery
.

,
,

,

;

-

, .

,Level: 80% 75% .. : 70% 70% 70% 70%

Eight classes were Chosen at each grade levO and'were randoMly assigned

as control or experimental c-passes. The latt e r used the new curriculum

Our Working World for social studies after the'pre-test was'administered.

The Control group used several more Onventionally designed'social studies

programs that had been.in use in the two istrj ts.. A pre-tet was administered

to all students in September befofe implementation of the social studies
...,

, --
.

. '' . . 4

curricula and a post-test was administered in May after the experimehtallasses
. r

had been exposed to all the objectives. A total of 1,06 students fkok both
. ..

, - ,
. .

.:the pre all post tests. ...
4> .,

. ,

Twio levels of analyses were run at eaqh"grade. 41The percent of students

answering each item correctly and the percent of students masters ing each don-
-, .- .

. 4, , 4

cept;.i.e., answering al,l the items, '(2 at-grade level A arid 2, and 3,of 4; it

.

.
t, .

grade level 3-6) correctly was computed. For reasons to be discussed"later,

,

split-half reliabil-ities, an itemrdiscrimination index, and an item difficulty

1, a

. index were also computed,.
.

, aesults .. .

,

The results of the pre and pOst tests were first examihedjor the"experi-

Mental and control group by item and by'doncept:

Table Atelow summarizes the mean percentage of experimental (E) and

control (C) studentsbh.nsWer"ing.the items correctly.. The scores are carculaeed
A 0

by taking the sum of the percentageof students an'SWering"eadh item correctly

0



,r

(fi) and dividing tfia,t by. thinumber of items (N): where correct

'item 14:-% cor&at iteth.2 + . . . %.correct item N. .

. X. '
Table A, :-

,..- 4r)
. ..

Q\-.
.

.o
. il;(1-16-461 of Mean Percentage Item Mastery of Pre and Rot Tests

.
,.

44'
.

Exper,imen , ,11.-- :_ til Control .

' level Pretest ttest Gaines Pretest Posttest Gain
_

.-- ...
A. 69:2-9

2., /4.56.2.9

: 1: 65.8i:- :
.

4. 39.77 .

5: 47.79.
/

6. 55.6

. 80.04 . 10.75
4

.
73.20. 79.62- 6.42-

. .. .

67.54 7 11,25 64.29 ;751,83 11.54

71.i0 1.i.29
,

63.85 i1.79 27.94 ,
48.48 . 8.71 ' 44.02.. 496p 5.'58 ..

53160 5.81 -45.67 .6-0 3.93 .-
..

63.31 . 7.71 54.69 59.13 ti.44
-

An examination` orTable A-shows:that experimental students in Levels

and 3 reached specrfied mastery criteria on the postieSt. For °the control
.

group, students in Leve ls 2 and 3 reached .specified mastery cutoffs. More

/interesting is the amount of gain from the pretest to the posttest, also

shown in.Table'A. The experir'nental group made higher gains for Levels 1, 3,

4,:5,. and 6 and about the same at level '2 although the experimental group,,

, started from a much rower .lev.el. These findings/ re graphed in Figure $

which presents the amount ofPgain and Figure which, displays in graphic

form pee and p2st. mastery for both groups.'

\

Table B reports the number of items for each level for which the experi -
, .

mental group students attained mastery levels-on the posttett FOr example,
; .: , -... ,

for Level' V, 17 itemVwere mastered by 81 to 100 of the group, 4 items by
. , .

5 to 60%, and 3 items by 21 to 40%. (The reader is reminded 'that there. are
..

only24 items ft:ir Levels 1 and 2, and ii8 items' for Levgls 3--6).
.

.
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Table B
.. . , . . ..
. . ..

Breakdown of Per
a
centage of ,Experimental Group Students Mastertng Items

.
Percentage of Students

.

Macerl.rig°.Item 1, .

...

.1

;

Level .,.0-,20.

1 0
I ,

2
...1

3

4 6-

1
5 8

'6 1

4, 21410%

3

3

3

10

6

8 '

41-50%

.0

2

. 3

H

°7

, . 1

?'
.

.

51-60% -

4

2

32

10

5

8

.61-,70%

0

2

:5

3'

7\

15

,

.

71-80%

0 .

.
2

9

2

5

3

e1-100%
t /

17 .
1

12

.
26'

6

10

12

.

Mastery of concepts can be .examined. similarly. Table C. presents -infor-

mation regarding -the percentage of students mastering concepts.
.

Table

.
Brea/ kdown of Percentage of Experimental Group Students Mastering. Conepts

Level

1

2

3

4

.5

6.

%

' 0-20%

0

2 -

0

3'

.3
. .

2*.._

..

-21-40%%

'3

3

. 5. -is

1/

1.
.

''41-50%

0

1

,
1

2

-'1

51-60%

.4

3

2
:- 1

....
4

0

.2

2

"`"'

61-70%

0

1

1

.
2'

1
...

21

.1

71-80%
.,

.0

3-

3

0

1

sji9i

33 '4'

81-100%

6

ii
.

5

0 ,'

0
7.-

1\

)

TaIlle.. C. shows that for Levels 1, 2, 3 and 6 studentf .approached mastery
mot

. 4. ls
on at least half of 'the concepts.

,

. . _ ......... . 6

. ,,FOr Level 5, mastery was incomplete for both experimental and control \,
. ,

c

group students. For experimental students it is uncertain whether this-is a (--
<.. .. ,

product of problems, with ,the test or if the objedtives are not being learned.,

.01

1:1

t ,

9
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10

: ,

.by students due to the' absence cit. content or inadequate prese tat ion.,
\ . . I-. ,

.Therefore, no definite sta'tement can be made by theevaldators ,al though as
'''

we discuss later-,Iqe have reason to .bel (eve that the new curriculum content
.

6 .

wa's
.
Aifficult for teacher.s as well as c'hi.ldren in the first, ieaching'cycle..

. - .

e'fact
\
,that experimental studenets .did _make 'somewhat higher ,gains than did

.,_
'control students indicates.tlfat giving 'attention to the objectives and.

,

teachin. could produce,more positive.results for expecimerital stud&nts nex.te, ',

.

.N. \ * ,.yea 4 . A
14. ' .

°A.

;Th resu for evel
, :4.,indi tate that ,the.majority a concepts are.not

.
. .: .

beifig .mast experimental' students. In the Level /4, analysis, .it wat
- .. ... .

,$ s _ -, find that the em's have high currtculUm validity and goad disf criminating. .
.

.liowee. .Therefore, recOmmended thatothe instructional practices 113
. t

Ieactiing Lever 4 concerts xaminedz Students may need greater' >
XpoSure

..r q,"
, j;, and may require mare prac fang concepts.

1 ' 6. '
oit test was coriputed. Listeekelak,are ...,

. 1,
9- -A so' . . -

P
4erimentki °and control groups of the

S:

. ;. -

Final ly the rel iabi;1 ty,
-- .

the re I t es calculated. for
. t

post 'test for all,6 levels.

ten!

I

'7.
ExPer irpenta 1, .71

Oa

47

J
Control .07

"Tab.]

Summary Re I 'Obi.] isy
, 4

\,7

Tote ests..
\

./
....-.)

:434 ' ) :77 .78.

%Bo .64 6 77

5-

-7- 1.7- . . .

, . . ,

The; rePipt i l i t y of L e v e l S 1 , 4,.*5 and` 6' are iri the sat isfac ory range.--:.
. . ..

-

-F.kie results efOr Level I as'are mixed;mixed; ;
whi lesthe reLiab4 i I ity fOr th ertmentat. ,,,,

. . .

group i s certdinli; ac-ceptable, especially considering ,the'fc't that the test-..,,

complete pictora l, the rel,Labil ity.for the control group, follow.ing genral.
. .

'

'

ee

.7 12
t

5-
.

>:



,test theory, is quite tow: it-is uncertain why- the Control reliability is

,

so low. A great deal of guessingbrcrontrol group students on the post Pest

as the result of little or'no exposure to the concepts might lie one explanation.

Skicertig' are uncertain on' the source of the low control reliability, we

recommended that the reliability be checked again next year to see if problems

With theest are indicated or if these results were idiosyncrat'c td this

group. The relibility'of Level 2,is-nt4t as high as Would be pr ferred. ,A
.

1

..
, .-

( 'number of suggestions Were given that might help increase reliability in the

.4
future, principally along the line of whether- the, content was being taught

.

to children. The bulk of the Yeport rendered to the school systems dealt

4i. with in-depth discussions Of th%results by level and their use in improving

:1-.-,'-..

. -. e

testscurriculumcand the insqUction ..-

. 1

-. , 1 ' , l' .

As.originally requested by-the,school districts, -the curriculum committee
. .

and classroom teachers received only the analysis discussed above, 'hbluding
__, ,,

the criterion referenced data-on percentage of student's mastering i ems and
,. . . .. , .

.

concepts by classroom. F011owing the delivery oKthe analysis report to.the,-

-.--0:

comp-ttee;',DER - for its own 'information - examinedhe data further, using, .

1

more sOphisticated analyses includindtbe-eomputation of indexes of difficulty
I-

,,,
. ,

e';',-'3,

and indexes of discriminationfor411 itemsforboth*4the expekim.%ntal and ,
k * --_,

,contfol populations. After abrief period of study the committee returned ....,:'
. .

.

- .

... A
,

.

N
... '

.
.

...,:.

to.OER and requested more ustatis*al
.,
.informail'on which they believed would

-"i-more "helpful",4n making a decision-onthe curriculum and for revision of ',

the tests.' The dati which had been prepared by OER-for in-house only was

given die di stricts and the fina l report was written incorporating both levels-
1

of arai-V. !Why did the curriculum committee and teachers. change their
.

minds wherv,they had been such ardent advocates of criterion-referenced'

measurement at the begUhning of the 'project? We4believe their change of mind

13
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4 .

.when confronted4Othra need fo,

L i

the unresolved problems ih,tRT and indicates a nirrower range of usefulness, -
-,

. .

.:.,,,:.,

.of Cr4in'curriedIUM:dwis,ion-making than some of its enthUsiasts h4Ve
. ,.

Afaclaimed: t-'., . i 1 :"-1§'

,

::'4ite Discussion

r-{. i o . .

. . .

. CRTs havebeen used in instructional s'equences; they have-not been

used widely to evaluate materials for curricu lum decision making. In their

a

//

decision was an Apression oNome of

individual comparison approach they were considered by the curriculum commkttee

to be a very attractive alternative when an evaluation of Our Working 114)rld .

was considered and*Tapproacties, wer
.

re3ped. The remainder Qf the paper
, ..

A

0.,..;.""rr .

looks at.the issues that emuged'on CRT wheh used. in the context of curriculum

- # .
evaluation.' . .

Criterion referenced tests (CRT) andcurriculum adoption

CRTs Ave been used primarily to shape instruceionZr the individual

learner. The commonly accepted definition of a CRT: "A criterlon-rfferenCed

*-

test is one that is deliberately constructed so.a .to yield measurements that

are directly interpre table in terms -of specific performance standardsil

(Glaser and Nitko,e1971) places an emphasis on individual performance against

specific objectiVes. ThUs objectives'are written to contain specific criteria;'

for the judgment of a learner's performance,
fp'

In the evaluation of a cerriculum or program,, however, the needed infor-

mation is different; a distributionof variance in . performance is desirable e,

and needed. The Individual learnerquestion: can the student perform to,

criteria ..7 is viewed as. essentially ayes or no decision. As- presented in the
,o0 . -

'one widely bccepted model_ of CRTs the approach does got provide the information
14*

-,Y ,

c.
.

,.

that is needed by the decision maker to recommend adoption of 'a Curricul.um.
,

.
. d

3
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,

4-`,If agr.oup of students performs-to criteria then the curriculum may be too"
. ,

*easy; i.e., students already,-,:zhaVe knowledge of the maternal and therefoee do
.. ;-

:

not need further instructidt.- If perform to'criteria what shourd4e
.4 . / .

done is the curriculumffbo difficult, or is the, text at fault, are the
....

. , . ,,- . It
objectives inappropriate,;- or have the performance objectives overplot the

..., .

.learning h ierarchies necessary for their accont ishment? In 'any of thes>,
, i' ..

G.+ < + '... K , ^: ,
,

.:- Y ...

circumstances CRT gives limited and often not very useful ,Information in,
l. -

...4."-"?
aiding the curriculum decision maker. For, example, CRT will not answer thel

question: If this curriculum iq adopted, what provision_ing costs are going
4 0

'to be incurred?/What elements will, have to be added by the teacher or schOol
--1.,

1'di.strict to make<t reasonably acceptable, to, large numbers students .oa tble to l mbs of tdents f
r . , ie.

yell, ing abi I i t ies? . .
.,

,1' %

, .
A breakdown of the measures' of achievement in NRTs does give more data .

k

on these questions. For example, an examination of the discrimination
. , .

index on each jam suggested that teachers' in-serVice was needed to emphasize
...

'.!

the content to be taught and to supplement the content Of the curriculum. 'Good
, ... -- A ..,} 0 i i A' k

' learners as wen ,as poor }learners were 'm,i sleaci by 4distractors, giving evidence
,, ..

c "
of lack oft-knowledge on_dontent. We.have good reason to suspect the lo

IY

rel iabl i t ies on concepts" in'level band 5 tests were functions of the teaching. -

and not of the tests; i.e., students were not taught or giyen specific practice
,

. >
,

in the content and con- sequently gains were measurencreases in general.
.

education and not, the curriciliums. We carpe,to this; conclysion,by.chfeckjng the f
. -Q ,

. . k c
discrimination of items within-the concepts an'a found that several did have '\ '

good discrimination indexes as opposed to the total concept which,fhad

reliability. In this case NRLdata on rel iab'i 1 i ty and discrimination, gave ,

more information related to the costs- of proVisioniTig if the curriculum was
- * .

adopted th an the CRT, data on percentage of students obtairang_ mastery of each

item or concept.

O

4
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/ The use of RTs may be inappropriate as a curriculum evaluation tool

from another viewpoint. An jmplicit assumption in the items is that the

content and behaviors sought by. tile curriculum are accurately identified.

Hence the only problemto evaluate instruction is AO. see whether these goa ls-
..

are being mastered by the, learner. Essentially the evaluation results are

oriented to questions of timeand methodology but not to whether the curriculum
s, a

content is of sufficient scope add to whether it is related to significant 1'

social con-tent.' , )

'Under this' assumption major curriculm jssues are side.spepped and the

bm
major weight of the evaluation is placed upOn ,the vehicle of instruction;

. ., s.

Social interests, social concerns and the interrelaticinship of concepts to
.k.t ,z.

L \
. 7

values are more likely to, be over in the technology of evaluation
, ....

employed.

Setting Mastery 'Level s

s

O

The literature ref4ects arange or views on setting levels of mastery

. . . . "_ ..
and there is little theoretical agreement on what constitutes mastery. There. s.

.. ,,I ( S.4 a: a a

a.>
seems to be a growing feeling that mastery levels stated in percentage figures :i-

'7'i ...,

..,... ot.,.. . :. . 1

are set arbitrarily and bar limited relationship to reality. At, best they
-

seem to e...set to compensate for measurement error and. student variabi I tty
' ' -

which
4cannot

7,§,e squeezed out by e rigorous'perfocmance based model., In the
. ,

/, 4.14r ,
n

.-
attempt to escape from the dilemna,of fixed performance .standards in the

St-ate model ,`'CRT based. on.a Continuum model (where mastery' is a ,poi ht on a .1

_continuarebelow which students will not
.
b passed rather than a single standard

of perfOiniance)- is being advocated (Meskauttas, 1976). The curriculum

committee did not find,- the setting of standards of performancetuseful Inasmuch.

as it failed to provide direct informatiOn bn -how this curricula compared

with other curriculum.. The levels of performance were set with a floating
.

16



refererfce eAl sting, in',ehe minds-of "expert's". The final decision on
4 - ,,

_adoption rested op- whethet the experimental group gai-ned more than the
, A°

S:.
15

1

-40r
control group.. Without'

the.a

controlr'grOup the Customary way of presenting.
s5 1 A

,

CRT data (number of Stydente reaching mast'ery vs. 'Ron-mastery) would probably
.

,. ' ..' J 0 4 ,

e , making on program adopt they failecL to bring ahy meaningful data forward_
.

a

%,
on

the'czomparative.wort\

h. of curriculuni and'.what is needed if students are to .

. ' . \ I. -., iperform acceptably _hit the ,curriculum design .of the new program. In shgri,there. .,

, -
, , t,

.

e

pt is the large qUestion of whether the setting of,a,,,percentage of mastery represernts
. 4 1 , .._ , t,.?:;1..: :,' ,

, . meaningful learn ing i n a' br,oad ,Concept fOcuseci probram. Our 'judgment was* that ' a'.
. . . .

. . it a oes'nOt -and, if used in program evaluation alone, maY.cause a program to . '-''

ihave resulted in a negat 'ye deci on on adoption. Pre and post measures

/for the experimental grollp were1m de rgOre mean,ingful when the control groups
i,

., ,',;--
,

gains were introduced comparison espeolally in thosesareas of formal
,t , ,i, .,.

social systeths that Our Working World is-sespecially, designed to teach.

Percentages o f mastery arblitarily set were discarded in the final decision-

be rejected on a basis that excludes other valuable learnings that would be .

e availablef if more adequate curriculum provisioning were arranged. The
. .

structuring of conclusions through different ways of reporting data on CRTs has

been epiphasized and concentrating onkpiastery of non-mastery can exaggerate

or diminish-the impact of. the curr4culum (Berta, et,.al, I 76). The use of .

,the fixed level of mastery In a curriculum evaluation which extends beyond'

ski.i 1 S is, We bel ieve,., a, poor ,p5actice;as its tan. lead to/d` prematige Judgment.

on the rejection of a ,program.
1

Macro-o,bjecves-and CRTS
:

. l' ec
"Program evaluation in ocial studies is concerned with macrp-z.ob)ecti,fies

L ,. 1

which . . . i
embrace a citAter of behaviors and, not a spicific behavior a flbund

. t,

IP :
in *ski 1 1 performances . t Wh i le, there are specific skills in social stUdieS, the

,

7
tel O

_,

8.
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% . .

macro-objectives which are
)

of special interest include 'a. number of behaviors l 1 t
(t,', . .

which' have to be directed and synthesized in fashioning the total ity
!,

of the
-

t I, .
a ,

.

learning, As an example, the object ive from; Level 3 : "Th640 tudent will

.

10,

.

iexplain how .09(cIfy'can be thought of .as asysteml comprised of several
1

inter-
0 . Al. . o \

- .

ependent parts" requires-a synthesis of many, learnings and not a specific,
-

is lated skill. As framed, the objectives produced a number Of problems for
, .

the t developers which -current models of CRT theory do not address. One.

,reSptInSe o this criterion might be to suggest that the macro-objectrve be
1.,

broken down into a hierarc hy of learning tasks Wich. then are ;dccessively

mastered (Gagne,:167). Once the specificltasks arelrokan:out, then the'
4

individual behashiors.can be taught to-and .Synthesized by'the learner into the
. .

i ,

behavioral cluster that is involved in the citizenship understanding of a

,-..city as an interdependent system. ..Acting on this instructional design advice

poses special problems*.fgr CRTs.``..-

In breaking down the ma cm-Objective; one quickly builds a lengthening
A.

C
F

1 I st of behaviors each of which require a series of items if learner- performance

i s ..to be .direct ssessed; An additional question"then intrudes. If a student
..:-

. . -

masters the, series of specific
-4

teths, will, these add_,Up,into a behavioral%,

pattet rn that is called into action when confronted,with a problem.that calls,

,

t-

,.

,., . for, as in this case, 8n individual's analysis of- a city as a system with°
c ps

I ) ,,,`,
interdependent parts? There is ho evidence that behavioral patterns that

r
a

.resul t, in' solid citizens (presuming,solid,citIzens' pre knowledgable about, .

.'orianized complexi6e;3 are developed through the learriing of discrete behaviors

that can be turned into test items.easily 'amenable to the pefformance.standards

of a 'CRT. a prodess which is ;xcessiveiy Cumbersome the end result is a

yel-y lerigthy series pf tesbs to gauge learner performance and 4s' not, iripur

judgment, scarcely an alternative: Moreover the process trivializes sq.bject-
.

18
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.. .

,matter as it atomizes it ,into discrete parts and raises fundamemtalquestions

, . . i,
.

on whether this ,is the mode. or effective learning to take plate. _At the heart ,-

p,
, -

_..,!

of, thig issue is the whole-part learning controversy.. R is no smell heresy to ., 1

,
.

,iri.4 se questionsiabput.thetheory of ledrning,being,purSued, especially with
,..-

.,. ,

raiipant behaviorismnow holding sway in tdrriculum and instruction, but for

curiculum evaluation which purports to use CRT as its vehicle is an issue

r

which must be faced.

From this experience in social studies the domain,of reference for'test

.

items cannot exclusively be;specific skill oriented perfOrmance, especially when

/our interests are on macro=objeetives which encompass:broad behavioral yatterns.

This suggests that classical test theory with its NRTs may be a more, significant

anchor'- one that is more Comprehensible without excessive cost anmeasure

citizenship behavior in a.more readily interpretable contwke. Despite the seeming

paradox, relative standards as. expresse in NRTs of 'students' perforMance, are-mgVe.

of individualstable and sociallrmoromeaningful than CRTs based on the judgment

#,
-, ' .+

instructors in 'a limited item (1 to 4 per concept) approach. CRT tl g YJhastot
,A,

. , .
. .

. '17`!

addregSed this issue, operat ing as it does. on some implicit assumptions concer'ning._
,..

,

iearnigg. It will. have serious limitations v.len.employed° in curriculum evaluation (,

4: where macro- objectives are of primacy. .

. . .

.

bnetechni_ cal advance which may be of use to curriculum evaluators in
? ,

trying VI bypass the problem of limited testing time, is suggested in the num er ..

,of items theoretically that must be administered to obtald test reliability
- .

.

'-. (Davis andi'Diamond, 1974, Millman, 1-973).tTheir.calculations suggest that if\ ,k.

.,, .

serformance based objectives are to be used. in cbrriculum evaluation, A number
.

; ,
. ,

.

.,.. of items would have, to be increased manyfold frOm the.,, 2,to 4 per concept that
)

P ..
.,.,,

were used td this study. .If curr iculum evaluAtors use the estimates of Davis
. .

..:

.. .

.'t

.
.

..--1'.
and D iaispont' rthat a test of 20 Ttems, per objective should .be used, then test

,
, l
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sampling by student' with very large samples of,students would be required
4 ,

fore curriculum evaluation, presuming .that each performance specifically
* '

measured would require a test of twenty items. Economy of time and resources

l'irCcdrriculum evaluation usualty'imPoses the restrfcpon of a few Items in

611Iiitd check thaSteryrby the learner. Unfortunately the few items,do not

givesufft icient range of a dimension of behavior which is the strongest single

,

Teason. "for ethOloying the to CRT: Our teachers were most uncomfortable

with the,CRT.results as the enormity of the generalizing the mastery of the

concepts rested-on such slim item evidente. uWhile test sampling has been used
o

in one national .curriculum evaluation: (Walbera, 1970) it is probably
.

pot

feasibil-at th s:distrjct level for reasons of sample availability, and cost.

.

In -the social studies -curriculum with broad macro-objectives, the interest
,

of teachers prbved4to be. in the range of the dimension of social behavior (in

a brbad sense)-and obtaining the best descriPtici for Understanding *within.

a domain. Can the dimension of social behaVior best be underitood esjt is set

. 4 t
X-7

,

forth in specific elements of subject matter which is tested b
.

y CRTs,
v )

7',-. (mastery-nonmaster0; or is lt best describedlyyzeasdres Which are descripti.ve.,,

,,

,.. -,

t ,
of it distribution within a population (NRT)? 'The curriculum commiree, after_

examining both sets of data described previously, concluded that measures Whi,ch_,

are )descr iptive of population (or sample) distribution are most useful to

curricuum:Adoption decision-making:. These measures are the identifying mark
.

of-411Ts;rwhich give a 'calibrated measure of the eStribUtiOn of population
A

1

characteristics.. Woodson (1914),argues that variance An the test Items,iS

critical to providing useful infOrmation,:and CRT'S", in restricting this range
.

' ,items, may simplyibe fiMiting informaII611.-Whi,Ch is more. representative,'

of the wayweljudge Social' behavior? Our evidence in this study suggests that

a_normative judgment is :. "

-
20
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The iabsolute oW the-State model's all or
bb 4 4

.
A .-

none approach in the mastery-
-.-.

,
, 4ft"

non-mastery.CRT proved troublesome to teachers,althoUgh as preyiously explained.,
. , - ,

.

. - - 4$

is CRT model originally-had appeal' in avoiding cOpparisorisr of individuals

. '
- .

Andclassr yhe committee quickly discovered that, 'by examing,CRT.scores,
. 1..-

the social behaviors i ests are a'matter of, degree judged within a

... #
'a population and are not dichotomous nor -n accurately represented in a

!.

0.

" ,

continuum model:" Thus a composite test-score tha was placed withinoa known

population was more informative than one which.was establi r the rna4dual.

The committee concluded that relative scores of 'Nilfs are a more 'stable indidat

of students' social learning than fixed absolute scored bateaon expertestiMates,

especially for purPosesNof curriculum adoption:'

Evaluative Considerations

In the development of the tests the curriculum committee early on

14.

encountered a problem in the field testing. ,FieldittestsWere conduct

with teachers and secondly with'students to'see teqts' readab

.suitable for the several levels. A copy of the tests and.o)?
404

4 _distributed to two:teachers at each' level for the pprpose.of obta

fi

were

2.

their

judgments on readability and curriculum Validity. As a group they e very
'

critifal of the plcforal items and suggested many graphic as opposed to content'
. ^

Changes. priorFortunately :the, changes were not: made prior to a.field test`with
_

'..
I-

. .

students; students evidenced no diffiCulty.with.the pictoral--1tems onjeadability
4 ...,.. , ., e'

although they found. the content.diffrcultl. , This experience cases Turther doubts"
e

- 44
-.

.

on the usefulness Of mastery levels.set a-priori by teachers as being creditable
,

F - - ., ....-
standards of judgment.ofpupil performance. 0. . .

4 -

In this type Ofa.Curriculum eValuatipn the new materi'al' is at a great
,

-

disadAntage'as teachers are on the first cycle of teaching.' A heavy burown. is

.

%placed on, the materials' instructional design is, teachers learn the 11;aterlal
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; 20

with the children. (In the abbves'Neld test with teatheils, teachers found.

I. many of the test items difficult and admitted they probably would not score-
, -

.,..1
':, . .

,

a.well on the upper level testtsr, The scores obtain ed either as composite4 or

pn mastery Of'items may not.be repetsentative of what be_obtaine in a
,-

A ' V

.1
. ,

secOnd cycle of teaching the curriculum. ,Therefore iii,use,of the findings - , t

. . I . ,J. .
..; . i .` .

generated for curriculum evaluation, they.undoubtedly'epresent-a conservativeN
, .

.- 2-

performance by students and teachers*. HoweVer the results whpAnalyzed by
,

. .

.item discrimination,-distractor counts and level of difficulty offered extensive
......

.

infoimation turricula and instruction provis,,ionin needed if-students wereneede '

. . .

going to be successful. Of rticular interest were e the -larger aris'in
.v. ,

,

students\imowledge that became apparent; 01(g:,"a Majort Of, stUdents indicated
,-

. ...,,

I_

that.the chief executive of Illinois is the mayor., Extensive in- service ;
..

, .
.

suggestions for instructional time, technique aQd content were drawn for each
. .4 a

r \
levei7from the standard norm referenced stati:Stoics and. the distradbr.countS

.

-,...
.

,.' - o -
1

.

which are given. <ti, '4Vik . .
.

.
r=*

-o...
1 4!,r.

Conclusion ,
e ' / . 1 , . r 1 .

There is increasing interest in%cri.teclion-refetnced te'sting as corriculum.
-it

.
. -

4 .

emphasei shift to individual mastery of eondepts fr9m*the Jantional norm-
*-

. ,

referenced Scores of standardiied achievement testing.' The value of criterion-
°

referenced measurement ,and its, relationship to classical test thebry has been .

, J- "j- . . , ,

the subjec t of debate (.Bernkopf and lashau, j976), How useful., the information
.

c;liobtained through' criterion-referencedmeasures in deolsion-Making oh selection
,

.
c4. -, , , ,..-.

* of instructional, materiels i a question tat.4as_not been inyestigated as '.' .

,
or ft .

carefully as has the use of CR-in guiding instruttion. This study ;completed

. . : %4
. . .

in forty-eight classrooms in two school districts found that teachers1'4e-
',

A .
a.

dispositions toward criterion-referenced tests were weakened when they receive

-6"
,;.the information of childrenrs performance and'were,:e.s

,

ked to makea'decision on
.

22
,
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adoption of instrpctional 'materials based on these results. They requested
. ,

i

the traditionil item m analysis data and central tendency measures s well as the

profiling of classes against, the district's mean scores. Item-di crimi,ination
.

. .

5cotes'and distractor counts were seen as particularly helpful by the

curriculum committee. The school districts on the basis of the findings did

adopt the new social ,studies-curriculuM. While 'criterion-refere ced evaluation

.

- provided important inform'ation fdr aiding the.school board in adopting a

1 drastically different social studies program, it was rlot considered sufficient

for making the adoption decision nor was itconsidered sufficient by the

-

curriculum4Mmittee of administrators to direct hptservice effortg. The 4field

investigation found emerging at the decisjon-making level the issues of measure-

ment..that have emerged jn thiztheoretidal literature-on.CRTs. Because a

!

decision was .requirea.there had. to be
,

resolution of these issues, When a

better data base-for making adoptions ,and for direCting an inseevice program

was sought, both approaches for anal si* of the findfngS were-employed. More'

impOrtantly the CRT data are not an adequate substitute for NRT detain
ct .

curriculum evaluation where:a scho district materials adoption decision

is at stake:

.).4)

ar'

43

c

23
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iii,, 7 .' LEVEL 1:,iN,
;, .

,

', '.. Objective 12. The student should he able to cite exampres.of different
attitudes and beliefs held by persons. in thix community.

,
..

..
. . -4'y

.

23... If you could .tell only one person about your visit to a baseball game-,
-'who do you feel would be most interested:in listening ? --C-ircle the
4cture of this one person.

YOUR DOCTOR YOUR GYM TEACHER

Ay.

f

A STORE' CLERK

24. .There are some buildIngS'ail people-go to and there are Other
:.builgings that only some-people .go to. Circle the building to which

- only some people go:

In

SUEiRMARKET DEPARTMENT STiORE

, 4 27 is:
0



LEVEL THREE
-

Objective 12. The student will be able to make two.listsI.-one citing
direct and the other iqdirect costs.of crime.

.$

.:1`1 145-48, When a burglar steals from someone's house, there are direct
and. indirect costs of the burglary.- A direct con is the money
spent because of the specific burglary. An indirect cost' is the . A
Money spent to avoid future. burglaries.

.A burglar steals two TV sets, one radio, a record player, and many
small items. Place an "X" on the Itne by four of the sentences
that are examples of an InAirect Cost of this bui-glary..

CV

,THE, FA Ly BUYS.A NEW TV SET TO REPLACE THE STOLEN ONE.
-THE';, LY BUYS A NEW RADIO TO REPLACETHE STOLEN ONE.
TIC --f4AAIILY PUTS AN EXTRA LOCK ON THE DOOR.
MORE ;POLICEMEN ARE HIRED TO WATCH THE NEIGHBORHOOD.
A NEW JAIL IS BUILT4 TOWN:
A WATCH DOG IS BOUGHT BY THE FAMILY.
THE FAMILY SAVES .MONEY BY NOT LEAVING FOR A VACATION.

:THE FAMILY DISCOVERS A WEEK LATER THAT 13-1E,TOASTER IS MISS ING.
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Objective 12.- The student will be Ale to,cite several examples of
episodes4which challenged the existing social system
and describe whether those challenges mOVed.the system

closer to farther from the American ideals.

4.

:1

% a, .. 4
. ...%

451.48. Choose the four eventsfw4ch have challenged the present-
-social system and have moved thl system closer to American

ideals. . .

.***

-

government can record private conversations of citizens

giving everyone a lawyer when he/sho is arrested for a crime

.

stopping the printing of news that criticizes politicians
s

parents refusing to send children, to. school

'cjiyeTeveryone an equal.chance to qualify for &job,

r

giving everyone the right t&.vote
..

having only.one major political party
.

government protecting the right 'bf,every citizen_td purchase

or rent a house in any community ,

2 9
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